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“Mr. President”: While Washington newsies study every word at press conferences, and commen- 
tators read the auspices in statements of his friends, Truman has actually already given the most 
positive indication he will run and he has given it in quite a different place than the Capital and in 
quite a different way than a White House press conference. 


After a few days of intensive investigation in New York, we have this to report: 


The campaign book to re-elect Truman is already writtef#is being hurried into print and will be 
published on March 18 in New York. It is a great book event, a great campaign signal. 


The book is called Mr. President, and is edited — and partially written — by William Hillman, 
veteran newspaperman, formerly with the Hearst papers and Colliers and now a broadcaster for Mutual. 
The fact that such a book is coming out is no secret, indeed it has been announced. What isn’t so 
well-known and recognized is the fact that this forthcoming volume is designed as a mighty asset for 
Democrats trying to bolster the President’s political fortunes in this year 1952. It’s a lavish affair, con- 
taining 200 illustrations, some in color. It is priced at $5.00. 


Investigation in publisher’s row, on Fourth Avenue in New York, yields the following portents 
and facts: 


(1) The book has already an advance sale of about 125,000 copies, reportedly — a truly phe- 
nomenal figure this early in the publishing half-year. 


(2) The Reader’s Digest will run an abridgement of it, which will take up about 45 pages in 
the April issue (to appear the end of March). Editors of the Digest have been quoted as saying that 
they have paid the highest price they have ever paid for rights to a book. 


(3) The publisher, Mr. Roger Straus, of Farrar, Young and Straus is a Truman Democrat. 


(4) The publisher has launched an unprecedented advertising campaign which includes five full 
pages of ads for it in the trade magazine, Publishers Weekly. 


One veteran book publisher told us: “This is the most colossal advertising campaign I’ve seen. 
If I had a Gone With the Wind, 1 would extend myself to take two pages in the Publishers Weekly. 
But five pages!” 


He went on: “And no publisher has ever had such an advance sale in so short a time. I find 
it hard to believe that book salesmen brought in such orders from the trade. Everyone I know in the 
trade calls this a campaign book.” 


But what’s in the book? Those who have seen the mss. say that the material —- including extracts 
from the President’s diary, documents, letters, etc. — is skillfully designed to build up Truman as 
a nice, “folksy”, honest fellow, and to tear down his political enemies. 


One man involved in this publishing venture (who is, incidentally, a Republican), told us after he 
had read the galley proofs: “This will elect Truman.” Be that as it may; but we somehow got the 
idea that he got the idea Truman will run. 


That Secret Poll: For some weeks, the Taft camp here has talked in hushed tones about a secretly 
conducted poll in New Hampshire. But, “even in the lodge” — we understand — no details were known. 
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Only. the top level — the “secret six” —- knew the score. 


Now, we have been able to secure approximate data on this poll, never before published. It seems 
that Mr. John D. M. Hamilton of the Taft organization obtained a list of about 80,000 names from the 
polling lists of New Hampshire, and set experts to work to take an absolutely error-proof straw vote, 
Originally, as the straw votes came in, Eisenhower led Taft by a comfortable margin, about 42 per cent 
for Ike, about 28 per cent for Taft and 20 per cent for MacArthur. Then the Ike votes began to slip, 


the Taft votes to rise and MacArthur votes held steady. Finally, MacArthur’s name was dropped 
because it does not appear on the preferential ballot. 


And then Eisenhower votes began to slide off rapidly, while Taft votes ascended sharply. The 
last we heard, it was Eisenhower 36 and Taft 34. 


Those who know the course of this poll believe that Taft will lead Ike in the preferential primary 
vote, by picking up MacArthur votes (since Mac’s name is not on the preferential ballot; although dele- 
gate candidates pledged to him are on the delegate ballot). Indeed, the chances of Taft in New Hamp- 
shire are rated much better today than at any time in the past. 


One factor is believed to favor him. The leaders of the Eisenhower organization — it is being 
said — outsmarted themselves when they decided to go into New Hampshire. They recalled that 
‘me-too” Republican Senator Tobey was re-nominated in a hot contest in 1950 because many Democrats 
“crossed the line” and voted in the Republican primary for him against the conservative GOP candi- 
date. Hence, they argued, Eisenhower would get these Democratic votes. But Senator Kefauver, in a 
surprise move, filed in the Democratic primary and now faces Truman in a spirited intra-Democratic 
contest. The conclusion is that Democratic voters will not “cross the line” in the coming primary on 
March 11, preferring to vote in their own interesting race. On that basis, Taft stands a better chance. 






An Internal Revenue Agent Speaks: Last weekend, we ran across him, an old New York acquain- 


tance, and went to work right away pumping him. We believe he’s honest. Anyway, not for quota: 
tion, he said a great deal: 


“It’s the fault of the Department of Justice. These cases of income tax cheating, all packed up, 
go down there for action. Some of them are dropped and often we don’t know why. Gradually, the 
little agents in the field got wise — they knew that the men in Washington were ‘fixing’ them. These 
little agents had spent a great deal of time and trouble working up these cases. They became discour- 
aged and finally cynical, because the boys in Washington did not prosecute the cases. So they began 
to do business on their own. I myself heard one of these agents up here say that he might as well 
‘fix’ cases himself rather than send them to Washington where the higher-ups would make the fix. 
I think a lot of this trouble came that way. 


“This business of working up cases for Washington to prosecute gets me down. A Justice attorney 
came to me about a certain case. He wanted to drop it. He had erected the most fantastic legal 
theory I had ever heard of, in order to justify dropping the case. I said to him: ‘But if your theory 
is valid, these four other cases I just showed you here on my desk should be dropped.’ The attorney 
hastened to say, ‘No, no, don’t drop those.’ 


“T’ll tell you — the real source of this trouble dates from price control in the last war. There 
was a regulation which said that the Bureau could not recognize — for tax purposes — any prices 
on the books of taxpayers unless they were official, controlled prices. Well, many a manufacturer had 
to. rustle around, in those days, to get materials from the gray and black markets and had to pay 
prices higher than official prices. When the Revenue examiners came to look at his books, they 
wouldn’t allow these higher costs and made him substitute the lower costs, figured on official, controlled 


prices. So, the manufacturer’s net was shown as higher than it actually was, and he had to pay higher 
taxes. Then, the hanky-panky: commenced. 
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“But I want to tell you these scandals you hear about now are nothing new to us. They were 
reported to Washington years ago.” 3 


MacArthur: Why does the General atop the Waldorf stay aloof from the political struggle and — 


does he decline to allow his name to be entered in primaries? 


Certainly, there exists the most extraordinary enthusiasm for him among voters. It is constantly 
cropping up. A member of Congress told us about two striking instances he had encountered in one 
day, as follows: (1) A well-known Southern Congressman told colleagues in the House that he was 
all for MacArthur for President. This prominent Southern Democrat comes from an aréa ‘supposedly 
strong for Eisenhower. (2) The GOP chairman of an upstate New York county was asked how his 


mail was running. The member of Congress who asked the question expected to hear that Ike was - 


the favorite in the letters to the GOP chairman. But the county chairman said there was mail in favor 
of no candidate, only in behalf of MacArthur. 


Now the current explanation of why the General does not permit entering his name on primary 


ballots and for his obvious desire not to run is that he wishes Taft to become President. We believe 
that to be true. But why is he for Taft? 


One of MacArthur’s oldest and most intimate friends, who has seen him within recent weeks, tells 
us the answer, as follows: 


“Taft would make the best President, I would not,” said MacArthur to our friend. “Taft knows 
the art of politics; he sticks to principle but he knows how to give in and compromise on lesser points. 
That characteristic runs counter to all my experience as a military man. As a general I frame a decision 
and give an inflexible command, and I couldn’t — nor could any general — concede a jot from the text 
of my command. It’s the military way of doing things and all right in the military field. But not in 
the politics of a democracy. I would not, in view of my training and experience, be well fitted to be 


a political leader. That’s why I don’t want to run for President and why I shouldn’t be President. 
And that’s why I’m for Taft.” 


Many admirers of the General would not agree with him about his ineligibility. But no one can 
disagree with our conclusion: the above is a magnificent statement from a magnificent man. 


Korean Parleys: General John Hull, Deputy Chief of Staff, has gone to Korea with orders to push 
the cease-fire negotiations to a successful close, according to Pentagon sources. The latter say that 
one of Hull’s knotty problems will concern the exchange of prisoners. It is not too well known that 
there is opposition to handing back to the Reds many thousands of their soldiers who surrendered to 
our side after listening to our “psychological warfare” appeals. We promised them “security” if they. 
gave up. 

What Hull will recommend is not known. But there is a strong feeling in the White House that 


we should not allow considerations of humanity in this case to interfere with a truce. Politically, the 
Administration must have it at any price. 


Yet there is a resolution (proposed by Sen. Jenner [R. Ind.] but not pushed so far) which 
opposes surrender of these Chinese soldiers on the ground that such an act would thereafter ruin any 


chances of success for our psychological warfare. Our promise of “security” would be proven worthless. 
It is believed that Army officers at the front feel the same way. 


When the Administration heard of the Jenner proposal, it had the Pentagon put some extraordi- 
nary and blood-curdling pressure on Jenner and the Senators who agreed with him. Pentagon warned 
that filing of the resolution might. not only scuttle the chances of a truce, but. also might prompt. the 


enemy to massacre our men whom they hold prisoners. So, the Senators are laying low MarLa ol oti 
But their resolution is.only suspended. and the Administration apparently. finds it a-sobering: threat.» 








Textbooks Defended at Space Rates: The Saturday Review of Literature notifies publishers of 
school and college textbooks that its issue of April 19 will devote a special section to a “controversy 
of national importance . . . over American textbooks.” The Review’s editor, according to the circular, 
is: disturbed, nay alarmed, by “the organized pressure now being put on schools, and even colleges, to 
alter drastically textbook policy”. He sees in this a threat not only to American public school educa. 
tion but also to the “general structure of textbook publishing”. 


_ The circular letter goes on to say that “detailed information” regarding this special section will 


shortly be available: “in the meantime, we suggest that textbook publishers consider the opportunity 
that this issue will present for institutional advertising .. .” 


We do not believe textbook publishers risk much in considering this “opportunity”. In view of 
the veritable lynching of William F. Buckley, Jr.’s book, God and Man at Yale, which contains a docu. 
mented and as yet unanswered attack on socialistic textbooks, we doubt that the Saturday Review 
of Literature will give any dispassionately objective consideration of charges such as those of Buckley. 
In fact, we will be surprised if the Buckleys won’t be literally boiled in literary oil. So, “Forms close 
Friday, April 4; copy should reach us no later than. . .” 


But we might warn these prospective advertisers that their reign may not be long unchallenged. 
We learn on good authority that a prominent trade book publisher, renowned for his independence of 
the “‘smear terrors” by the dominant intelligentsia, is now giving serious consideration to the expansion 
of his business into the textbook field. 


Revising Official History: The “revisionist” historians have presented their case in the Beard, 
Morgenstern, Flynn, Sanborn books and other writings and have apparently provoked official propa- 
gandists to strenuous action. For the latter have been busy turning out new versions of the defense 
of the Roosevelt foreign policy. The latest is an ambitious affair, widely reviewed and apparently 
heavily financed, entitled The Challenge to Isolation, 1937-40, by Professors William L. Langer and 
S. Everett Gleason. And now the revisionists are opening fire on this volume. 


Dr. Harry Elmer Barnes has just written and published a new pamphlet entitled, The Court His. 
torians Versus Revisionism. Barnes complains that “court historians’ Langer and Gleason have pro- 
duced a work which is “no more critical of the deeds of President Roosevelt and Secretary Hull than 
were the Assyrian scribes of the achievements and policies of Sennacherib”. And he charges that this 
is a “smooth and deceptive book” for the general public because “only the well-informed scholar would 
be able to detect the crucial information which has been omitted or the false implications attributed 
to the material which is utilized”. 


For instance, Dr. Barnes (whose own work as a historian is celebrated) takes after the “court his- 
torians” for their acceptance of the conventional version of Dunkirk. (We particularly liked this pas- 
sage in the Barnes pamphlet, because HUMAN EVENTS in 1947 was the first publication to debunk 
the myth about the Dunkirk evacuation.) Dr. Barnes points out that Langer and Gleason reject the 
fact that it was “political considerations which led Hitler to halt his army and allow the British to 
escape at Dunkirk. In fact, they even ignore the fact that the British did escape because Hitler 
permitted them to do so, in order to further his peace program with Britain.” And Dr. Barnes reminds 
us of Hitler’s strong strain of Anglophilia. 


This is a sample of Dr. Barnes’ dissection of the latest effort of the anti-revisionists. Barnes, who 
has published his pamphlet himself in Cooperstown, N. Y., has sent us several hundred copies to dis- 
tribute. We offer a copy free to any subscriber who writes in — as long as they last. 
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to VOICES IN THE FOG 
_ By Junius B. Wood 


~« 


rill AN IN A FOG settling over a highway, Governments today move in a haze of unknown 
oices and shadowy byways. The old-time official who stood in the open to receive 
of | his bouquets or brickbats is disappearing. 


The new-style official, without a mask or falseface, just as effectively conceals him- 


ey. self from the public and absolves himself of all responsibility for what he causes it to 
°° | hear or believe. He tells a story to a chosen few and they spread it. But, it can be 
¥ officially confirmed, denied or forgotten, whichever is convenient. The trick of thus regi- 


‘of || menting public information or thought is what is known as the ‘“‘background only”’ talk. 


The secret of a “background only’’ talk is to keep the public from finding out who 
has talked. A modern Delphic Oracle, like an unseen pagan God, sends up smoke spirals 
from the earth’s innards and favored spectators read meanings into them. Each spectator 
nse || has his own version. Instead of a responsible statement of government policy, the public 
gets an assortment of echoes, surmises and opinions. 


Few Americans outside of Washington realize how much of what they accept as 
Zis- | information about their own government is based on such “background only” talks. The 
bail new phrase is more mellifluous and more ambiguous than the hackneyed “‘off the record” 
this § for such deceptions. When an audience is collected from the hinterland, more expensive 
and more elaborate than rallying the local elite, it becomes an “indoctrination course”. 
Also, still using Washington patois, it is a ““seminar’’, suggestive of grace and culture, 


his § especially when the visitors at government expense are women. 


unk Whatever the name, the routine and results are the same. A speaker is introduced: 
the | “Mr. Jinglebells will address you on a subject on which he is an authority. What he 
tells you is for background only. You may repeat what he says but his name is not 
inds § to be used nor may his remarks be even vaguely credited to a ‘high government source’. 
Say, ‘it is learned’, or still better, ‘informed circles know‘. Merely being here today puts 


dis | You in the know, makes you one of an important informed circle.” » 





If the listeners are sufficiently gullible, and most of them are, they swell with imag- 
ined importance. They are close to the throne. They do not realize that they are being 
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used merely to publicize something which an official or a politician wants the public to 
hear, something for which he will not assume personal or official responsibility. 


Thus are the “background only” foundlings born. A government official reports infor. 
mation which citizens in a Democracy should have. Instead of backing it up with his name, 
he drops the waif on a doorstep and ducks for cover. The slight to public morale, the 
affront to Democracy, is more tragic than the disowning of a newborn babe by its mother, 
Information reaches the public as gossip or opinion instead of a responsible government's 
report to its own people. In twenty-four hours, the versions are as visible and varied 


as the neon signs in a shopping center. 


agg “BACKGROUND ONLY” talk is so effective that it has gone on a mass production 

basis. Producers no longer whisper into a single pair of ears. They call meetings 
and talk into microphones. The audience may be newspaper correspondents, radio broad- 
casters, businessmen and women or a mixture of all. The assembly line also is mobile. 


It may roll into a cabinet officer’s sanctum, into a hotel or club or even into an auditorium. 


The State Department, most prolific in this respect, reports that it staged 1,500 “‘back- 
ground only” sessions in the past eighteen months, grinding them out at the rate of twenty 
a week. Other Cabinet departments, visiting foreign dignitaries and private businesses 
also indulge. Playing the “man in a mask” role is popular and easy. 


Winston Churchill, British Prime Minister, spoke to half a dozen private organiza- 
tions when visiting this country. These were in addition to private conferences with 
President Truman and other officials. In the quasi-public sessions, he discussed high 


policy and answered questions in his usual direct style. 


More than 500 men and women from separate organizations were at one noonday 
luncheon. Guests were not selected for their ability or past performance in keeping 
secrets. Quite the contrary — they were selected to give the widest possible publicity 
to his ideas. They were warned not to disclose that these were the authoritative or the 
proposed policies of the present head of the British government. Naturally, it worked. 


Within a few hours, the millions in newspaper and radio audiences were receiving 
weighty explanations of British statecraft, past, present and future. The explanations 
paraphrased or amplified what Churchill had said. But for all the public knew, they 
were the opinions of a writer, broadcaster or mere spectator, not the authoritative state- 
ments of the British Prime Minister. 


Other “background only” speakers have had larger but not as carefully screened 
audiences. One with so many top level publicity professionals (as Churchill had) is 
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rare. General George C. Marshall probably holds the record with a “background only”’ 
speech to several thousand men, women and children; it was open to all comers. 

A few weeks ago, a fairly large meeting was called to hear one of these ‘‘background 
only” talks. The speaker was identified as the mysterious diplomatic strategist of the 
State Department. Making it more farcical, he had given an interview to newspapers 
several hours earlier, though this was not known to the audience being pledged to secrecy. 
His astute deductions were on the streets for all to read before those at the closed-door 


session even heard them. 


President Truman had sent a note to the Soviet Government through diplomatic 
channels. Moscow replied similarly, but it had also given the reply to newspapers and 
radio before the President received it. From this breach, not only in diplomatic pro- 
cedure, but also in ordinary courtesy, the State Department strategist reached the strange 
conclusion that Moscow is becoming less belligerant. ‘Tell this conclusion to the world 
but don’t say that the State Department says so’’, was the purpose of the secret talk. 

Whether the conclusion was logical was immaterial. The disclosure of the State 
Department attitude made the talk significant. What was not said was more important 
than what was said. No disclosure or even hint was given of our own Government’s 
policy. The speaker was the Department’s boasted strategist and should know — if the 
Government has a policy. 


oe in the troubled Orient are the popular “background only” talks at 

present. Even top rank Ambassadors are making them. The talkers’ strategy to stop 
the Communist tide in that part of the world does not vary. What they propose sounds 
practical and is designed to win popular approval. It pleases the public but they or the 
Government do not openly take responsibility for it. 

Nor does the Government indicate any intention of following it. That is another 
deception of the “background only technique. The people get one impression of the 
conduct of public affairs and the Government either does nothing or does the opposite. 
Foreign governments are expected to heed the advice of an American Ambassador. Yet, 
our State Department does not give the same weight to the opinions of its own 
Ambassadors. Only voices which the public cannot identify come from the fog. 

“U. S. to Restrict Russian Travel” is the headline over a newspaper article. Foreign 
diplomats in Moscow are not permitted to drive their own cars, to travel more than 21 
miles from the Red Capital without a permit or to visit some forty other cities. The 
newspaper article says the same restrictions will be imposed on Red diplomats in the 
United: States. The information comes from “diplomatic sources”, as anonymous as a 


“background only” talker. The public gets the impression that stern action is certain 
but no responsible official has said so. . 

Formosa and Korea are the most critical areas in American foreign affairs. Formosa 
outdates Korea among unsolved problems. The American people are assured through the 
guided but deceptive publicity of “background only” talks that the Chinese Nationalist 
troops on Formosa should be permitted to return to the Chinese mainland and fight the 
Communists. 

At the same time, the public knows — thanks more to freedom of the press than to 
official mention of the fact — that our Navy, under State Department orders, keeps 
Formosa in “‘protective custody’. The Formosa troops, prisoners in an island concentra- 
tion camp, can’t fight anybody. Even their planes and navy are prevented from attack. 
ing Communist shipping. Official action is the exact opposite to what the American public 
is told by officially sponsored ‘‘background only” talks. 


The political and military actualities are clear to even an armchair strategist. Our 
Army is fighting Chinese Communists at a staggering cost in American lives and prop- 
erty and our Navy prevents Chinese from returning to their own country to fight the 
same Communists. Our Armed Forces are unified in Pentagon offices but not on the field 
of operations. Our State Department sticks stubbornly to a stalemated plan of operations 
while assuring the public through “‘background only” talks that another plan might 
bring victory. 


Chinese Communist armies are fighting in Korea outside their eastern frontier and 
massing on their far western frontier to invade Indo-China. Our Navy bars other 
Chinese, who want to fight for us if not with us, from making a diversion to split this 


Communist military machine in the center. Meanwhile, the wholesale extermination 
of Chinese and outrages against foreigners inside China continue under American protec- 
tion from invasion. 


Nor are the treaty talks in Korea new in Communist tactics. Marx wrote that the 
march of world Communism must be a succession of advances and retreats. Lenin, Stalin 
and others have said the same. When the going gets tough, stop and talk of peace, and 
use the breathing spell to marshall the Communist forces for another advance. These were 
the tactics successfully employed in China and are now being employed in Korea. 


And the American public is fed echoes of ‘background only” talks — the modernized 
opiate for the people. The talks create an impression that our government has a policy 
based on realities, on something more than futile surmises of what Moscow may do. The 
public hears daily of more American casualties, more planes shot down, more property 
destroyed and more billions needed from the taxpayers. Our generals fight an enemy 
and at the same time palaver with the same enemy. While the young men die, the public 
at home is lulled with “background only” talks. 





Junius B. Wood, free lance writer and contributor to Nation’s Business, was for many years a foreign 
correspondent for various newspapers and services. 
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